The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was
not witten for publication and is not binding precedent of
t he Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, JERRY SM TH and BLANKENSHI P, Adnini strative
Pat ent Judges.

JERRY SM TH, Adnmini strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134
fromthe examner’s rejection of clainms 1-10, which constitute
all the clains in the application.

The di scl osed invention pertains to a nethod and
apparatus for displaying a calendar on a display screen.

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:
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1. A nethod of displaying a calendar including daily
data on a display screen, conprising the steps of:

(a) displaying a calendar for a specific nonth by
arrangi ng days of a week of said specific nonth in a row on
sai d di splay screen

(b) detecting an operation for said specific nonth;
and

(c) display, in addition to said specific nonth, at
| east one additional week with one of said at |east one
addi tional week closer to a predeterm ned day of said specific
nmont h on said display screen

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Ishii et al. (lIshii) 5,379, 153 Jan. 03, 1995

Morgan et al. (Morgan) 5,544, 288 Aug. 06, 1996
(filed June 14,

1994)

Clainms 1-7 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
102(a) as being anticipated by the disclosure of Ishii.

Clainms 8 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over the teachings of Ishii in view of Morgan.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellants or the
exam ner, we nmake reference to the main brief and the answer
for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
We have carefully considered the subject matter on

appeal, the rejections advanced by the exam ner and the
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evi dence of anticipation and obvi ousness relied upon by the
exam ner as support for the rejections. W have, |ikew se,
revi ewed and taken into consideration, in reaching our

deci sion, the appellants’ argunments set forth in the brief
along with the examner’s rationale in support of the
rejections and argunents in rebuttal set forth in the

exam ner’ s answer.

It is our view, after consideration of the record
before us, that the evidence relied upon does not support the
prior art rejections made by the exam ner. Accordingly, we
reverse

We consider first the rejection of clains 1-7 and 10
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102 as being anticipated by the disclosure
of Ishii. These clains stand or fall together as a single
group [brief, page 2]. W wll consider claim1l as the
representative claimfor this group. Anticipationis
established only when a single prior art reference discl oses,
expressly or under the principles of inherency, each and every
el ement of a clainmed invention as well as disclosing structure
whi ch is capable of performng the recited functional

limtations. RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Systens, |nc.,
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730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir.); cert.

di sm ssed, 468 U.S. 1228 (1984); WL. Gore and Associ ates,

Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313

(Fed. GCir. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U S. 851 (1984).

Wth respect to representative, independent claiml1,
t he exam ner indicates how he purports to read the invention
of claim1l on the disclosure of Ishii [Paper No. 4,
incorporated into the examner’s answer]. Specifically, the
exam ner relies on Figure 15 of Ishii and the acconpanyi ng
description in the patent. Appellants argue that fromthe
cal endar display of Figure 15, Ishii can select a specific
mont h for display using keys K, or Ishii can use the scrol
keys to display the previous nonth or the follow ng nonth.
Thus, appellants argue that Ishii cannot scroll the cal endar
one week at a tine to obtain the sane view achi eved by
appel lants’ clained invention [brief, pages 4-6]. The
exam ner responds that appellants have not identified any
[imtation of the clainmed invention which Ishii does not
t each.

On the record before us, we agree with appellants that
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| shii does not fully nmeet the claimed invention. Although the
exam ner asserts that appellants have not identified any
limtation of the clained invention which is not disclosed by
Ishii, it is clear that appellants are arguing the |ast

di spl aying step or neans of independent clains 1, 3 and 5.

The clained invention requires that an additional week of the

cal endar be displayed on the screen in addition to said

specific nonth [clains 1 and 3] or continued to the displayed

cal endar [claim5]. These underlined portions of the clained
invention require that at | east one nore week be added to the

display without losing the nonth that was previously

di spl ayed.

We agree with appellants that Ishii does not disclose

this operation. In reading the clained invention on Figure 15
of Ishii, the examner has interpreted the detecting step of
claim1l as being nmet by the scrolling keys of Ishii. The

exam ner sinply asserts that the final displaying step of
claim1 is fully met by Ishii when the cal endar of Figure 15
is scrolled [answer, page 4]. As pointed out by appellants,
however, Ishii specifically discloses that operation of the
cursor keys in Figure 15 causes the display to scroll up or
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down to display the cal endar of the nonth which precedes or
follows the nonth currently shown in the display [colum 21,
lines 10-14]. Thus, the cursor keys in Ishii operate to

repl ace the current calendar with a previous nonth or a
following nonth. The currently displayed nmonth is not
retained on the display after this operation. Since the
currently displayed nonth in Ishii is not retained on the

di splay, Ishii does not disclose displaying an additional week

in addition to said specific nonth as recited in claima1.

In summary, we have found that Ishii does not contain
every limtation of the clainmed invention. Therefore, we do
not sustain the examner’s rejection of clains 1-7 and 10.

We now consider the rejection of clains 8 and 9 under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentabl e over the teachings of
I shii and Morgan. Morgan was cited to neet specific
l[imtations of clainms 8 and 9. Mdrgan provides no teachings
whi ch overcone the deficiencies of Ishii discussed above.
Therefore, this rejection inproperly relies on Ishii for the
sanme reasons discussed above. Since the exam ner assuned that
Ishii fully met the invention of claim1l, the exam ner has not

addr essed the actual differences between Ishii and the clai ned
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i nvention. Therefore, the exam ner has not addressed the
obvi ousness of these differences between Ishii and the cl ai ned
invention. Accordingly, the exam ner has failed to establish

a prinma facie case of obviousness, and we do not sustain the

examner’s rejection of clains 8 and 9.
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In sunmary, we have not sustained either of the
exam ner’s rejections of the appealed clainms. Accordingly,
the decision of the examner rejecting clains 1-10 is
rever sed.

REVERSED

HOMARD B. BLANKENSHI P
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

)
JAMVES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JERRY SM TH )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
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